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REMARKS 

Claims 1-18 were canceled and Claims 19-30 were pending when last examined. All 
pending claims are shown in the detailed listing above. 

nnnhlP Patentine 

Cairns 19-30 stand rejected under the judicially created doctrine of W 
double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-45 of U.S. 
According to the Examiner, "Although the conflicting Cms are not identical they are n« 
patentably distinct from each other because both the present Application and U.S. Pat. No. 
6,654,032 Closes the following...." (emphasis added). Applicants respectfully traverse. 

The Examiner's rejection is based on the mistaken idea mat the — of another 
patent or application can serve as the basis for judicially created doctrine of obviousness- 
^ double patenting. THat is not the case. A rejection under the judicially created doctrine 
o7obvious„es,type double patenting requires a comparison of the Cahns ,n *e pendtng 
appUcation against the c,^ of the prior patent. In particular, as provided m MPEP S S04 

(II)(B)(1): 

Any obviousness-type double ^W'^^^mMng 
(Al i The differences between the inventus defined by the conflicting 
Cairns ?i 2£! in die patent compared to a claimin ^ a Pf ,a«„ . ^d 
^XX^ttttg- . an obvious 
variation of the invention defined in a claim m the patent. 

(emphases added). 

, , me p a t Mn 6 654 032 as the basis for 
Here, the Examiner uses the disclosure of U.S. Pat. No. bfiW* 

obviousness-type double patenting rejection. The Examiner has not compared the « 

U.S. Patent No. 6,654,032 against Claims 19-30 of the present Apphca.o, As such, the 
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.ejection of Claims 19-30 under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double 
patenting cannot stand and must be withdrawn. 

Claim Reject '""' - 1* USC S 102 
Cairns 19-30 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Quatrano et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 6,748,420). Applicants respectfully traverse. 

Claim 19 recites, inter ana, "A distributed system for collaborative computing 
comprising: a web zone for allowing a plurality of client computers to access the distributed 
system via a globaUrea network, the web zone having a, leas, one web server; a meeting 
L for supporting an on-line conference among the p.uraUty of client computers.... 
These limitations are not disclosed in Quatrano et al. 

The portions of Quatrano et ai. cited by the Examiner as disclosing these limitations 
do not contain any description of a "zone," much less the "web zone" and the "meeting 
zone" recited in Claim 19. .ndecd, there is simply no description whatsoever » Qua*ano ct 
al. of any «zone"-"web zone," "meeting zone," or otherwise. 

Claim 19 further recites, "a meeting zone for supporting an on-line conference 
among the plurality of Cien. computers, the meeting zone having a meeting manage, a 
piurality of collaboration servers, and a plurality of application servers, wheretn: to 
Lectin manager is operable to manage the on-line conference in the meeting zone; each 
co „abo ration server is operable to host a, leas, a portion of the on-hne conference; and «h 
appiication server is operabie to support at ieas, one service for 
clary ,o <he Examiner's assertions, such limi<a,ions are no, disclosed ,n Quatrano e, al. 

,n rejecting daim .9, tire Examiner generally cites broad portions of Quatrano e, al. 
, disclosing the "meeting zone," the "meeting manager, tire "collaboration server an he 
"apphcation server" of Cairn 19, but does notpoin, to any specific „em of Cyrano ... as 
Jig any of these claimed limitations. 1. is clear why. The Examiner stmply canno do s. 
™ s is because Quatrano ct al. does not disclose each and every one of the in— of 
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CU» .9 in essence, the Examine, has ignored one or more the claimed Unions inorder 

anticipated by Quatrano et al. cannot stand. 

Claim 26 recites, inter alia, «A method for collaborative computing in a distributed 
system having a web zone and a meeting zone, the method comprising: at the web zone 
ting a pLlity of client computers to access the distributed system via a ^ 
1«J at the meeting zone supporting an on-line conference among the plurahty of chent 
computers. . . ." These limitations are not disclosed in Quatrano et al. 

As discussed above with regard to Claim 19, there is simply no description 

♦ , nf,nv«7one"«"web zone," "meeting zone," or otherwise. As 
whatsoever in Quatrano etal. of any zone wet, 

. j ic it c r s 1 02fe^ as being anticipated by guatrano ei 

such, the rejection of Claim 26 under 35 U.S.C. & 

al. cannot stand. 

For at .eas, the reasons discussed above, Applicants respectful* request that this 
section of Claims 19 and 26 under 35 U.S.C. S 102(e) as being anticipated by Quatrano et 
rt ldrawn. Furthermore, because each of Claims 20-25 and 27-30 depend from one 
!f al! and 26 and include further Limitations, Applicants respectfully request tha *e 
of Chums 19 ana anticipated by 

rejection of these dependent claims under 35 U.S.C. 5 t > 

Quatrano et al. also be withdrawn. 

Claims .9 - 30 sand rejected under 35 U.S.C. J 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Stewart e, al. (U.S. Pub. No. 2002/0010741). Applicants respectfully traverse. 

much less the "web zone" and the "meenng zone" recited in C *- » - ™ 
there is simpiy no description whatsoever in Quatrano e, a!, of any zone - zone, 
"meeting zone," or otherwise. 

a addition, similar to the Examiner's rejection based on Quatrano e, a. as dossed 

. hv Stewart et al , the Examiner does not 

above, in rejecting Claim 19 as being anticipated by Stewart al., 
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point ,„ specific items of Stewart et a., for each of the claimed "meeting zone meetm 
Lger," "coUaboration server, and "application serve," of Claim 19. ln*ead, * 
ZL refers generany, * example, to several figures of Stewart e. al. as 
.,„Uab„ra,ion server" and the "applied server, .ndeed, the Exammer « 
figures (i.e. ; "Figs. 1, 3, 8»> for these separate claitn .imitattons. Agam, * » » beca. 
S ewart e, a!, does not disclose each and every one of the In— of Clan* 19. Th 
Liner-s rejection of Cai-n 19 as being anticipated by Stewart et al. ignores one or more 
S limed .imitations. Because the Examiner, region of Cahn 26 relies on the same 

rejection of Claims ,9 and 26 under 35 U.S.C. , 102(e) as bemg animated by Stewart 

et al. cannot stand. 

For a, least the reasons discussed above, AppUcants respectfully re q ues, that the 
rejectio „„fC,aims,9an d2 6 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by Stewart e, ^ 
Tldrawn Furthermore, because each of Claims 20-25 and 27-30 depend from one f 
cl!" and 26 and inch.de farther .imitations, Applicant respect re q ues, that me 
section of these dependent claims under 35 U.S.C. , 102(e) also be withdrawn. 
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CONCLUSION 



Applicants respectMly revest that the pending claims be allowed and the ca, 
passed to issue. Should the Examiner wish to discuss the Application 
Examiner contact the undersigned at (415) 772-1200. 



Respectfully submitted, 
EXPRESS MAIL LABEL NO.: * 

EV 611 225 845 US 

By: 




Philip W. Woo 
Attorney of Record 
Registration No. 39,880 
PWW/rp 



January 6, 2005 

SIDLEY AUSTIN BROWN & WOOD LLP 
555 California Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94104-1715 
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